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Abstract

Organizations with leaders high in authentic leadership behaviors tend to experience
more positive outcomes both on an organizational level as well as on an individual level. One
potential explanation for the positive outcomes is that authentic leadership enhances leader

resilience in a positively linear fashion. However, other literature suggests that authenticity is not
always beneficial for the leader and that, at high levels, it can even be detrimental as leaders
become more transparent and convicted about their values and goals independent of the situation.

One underlying reason for conflicting theories may be the coping skills that leaders use in
combination with authenticity when engaging in the resilience process. Coping skills such as
active coping (e.g., concentrating efforts or taking direct action) and instrumental social support
coping may provide a synergistic effect on the relationship between authentic leadership and
resilience. Similarly, heavy reliance on emotional social support coping skills may account for a
synergistic curvilinear relationship between authentic leadership and resilience.
Using a self-report survey, this study explored the two conflicting theoretical
relationships between authentic leadership and resilience, discovering a cubic relationship
between the two variables. Furthermore, results indicate that emotional social support coping
skills moderate the relationship, such that the relationship between authentic leadership and
resilience is stronger for individuals high in emotional social support coping skills than those

high in low emotional social support coping skills. Results indicate that the relationship between
authentic leadership and resilience is dependent upon coping skills that leaders employ when
faced with challenges in the workplace.
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Chapter I: Literature Review

Organizational practices and objectives can be enhanced or inhibited by various aspects
of culture (Erhart et al., 2014) including expectations and behaviors that are perceived as being
desired. Authentic leadership continues to be a focus of interest for leadership development—

both in research, where it has been a focus of interest over the past few decades (Gardner et al.,
2011), as well as personal development and leadership literature geared toward practitioners,
where authentic leadership is thought to be a necessary skill (Nyberg & Svenningsson, 2014).

Despite calls for authentic leaders who can hold strong in the face of challenges (Gordon, 2019;
Goffee & Jones, 2005; Ibarra, 2015); authentic leadership is not always easy, and it has potential
to clash with, rather than match, the dominant organizational culture (Adarves-Yorno, 2015;
Nyberg & Sveningsson, 2014). When this occurs, leaders are challenged in maintaining their
authenticity within the conflicting culture.
This has been true for this author throughout my career as a leader; with these challenges
appearing to be especially taxing among new leaders. Particularly while working in nonprofit
organizations providing organizational consulting or coaching there is a trend that many
executive directors have little to no training in leadership experience, despite excelling in skills
that are beneficial for other fields (such as nursing or advocacy). As they try to balance the
demands of their oftentimes new role with the inherent challenges faced in a leadership position,

they are faced with the question of how to “show up.” Likewise, in leadership roles within the
clinical therapy field, I often see—as have others (Burks & Robbins, 2012; Corey, 2001)—new
clinicians struggle with how to incorporate authentic and unique facets of themselves into

sessions while simultaneously maintaining healthy clinical boundaries and focus. In these very
different workplaces, I see what appears to be a strong desire, but also a reticence, to engage in
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authentic leadership. And the number one question I get asked is, “How do I do stay authentic

when I don’t even know what I’m doing most of the time?”
To date, research on authentic leadership research has focused on the extent to which
being resilient relates to the leader’s ability to engage in authentic leadership behavior (Avolio et
al., 2004; Normans et al., 2005; Rego et al., 2016; Walumbwa et al., 2008). However, limited
research has considered the opposite direction: which practices allow authentic leaders to
maintain their resilience? Leadership is difficult and rife with challenges; in the face of these
challenges, how do authentic leaders maintain resilience?
In this study, I propose that those high in authentic leadership behaviors are more likely

to maintain resilience by leveraging the use of coping skills such as active coping skills,
instrumental social support coping skills, and emotional social support coping skills. To
understand the elements and their proposed relationships I will begin with a review of authentic

leadership, followed by resilience and their relationship to one another. I will then provide a
review of coping skills before reviewing the methods and analysis of the data obtained.
Authentic Leadership
Authentic leadership is defined as “a process that draws from both positive psychological
capacities and a highly developed organizational context, which results in both greater selfawareness and self-regulated positive behaviors on the part of leaders and associates, fostering
positive self- development” (Luthans & Avolio, 2003, p. 243). Engaging in authenticity is
thought to result in a reflection of an “unobstructed operation of one’s true, or core, self in one’s
daily enterprise” (Kernis, 2003, p. 16) through four underlying elements: balanced processing,
self-awareness, internalized moral perspective, and relational authenticity.
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The concept of balanced processing was first introduced as unbiased processing (“not

denying, distorting, exaggerating, or ignoring private knowledge, internal experiences, and
externally based evaluative information” Kernis, 2003, p. 14). After consideration of the inherent
biases that all humans experience (Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Tice & Wallace, 2003), the term was

changed to balanced processing, consisting of the inclination and ability “to consider multiple
sides of an issue and multiple perspectives as they assess information in a relatively balanced
manner” (Avolio & Gardner, 2005, p. 3). It consists of being able to objectively analyze one’s

situations without distorting or misinterpreting/fabricating information (Kernis, 2003; Kernis &
Goldman, 2003). Balanced processing is similar to the construct of learning orientation—as
opposed to a performance orientation—in that it is driven by an inward focus rather than meeting
expectations of others (Waschull & Kernis, 1996). Individuals who are successful in using
balanced processing are more likely to be better at accurately estimating their skills and
interpreting task feedback (Ilies et al., 2005).
Internalized moral perspective is defined as a leader’s ability to act and engage in
behaviors “driven by deeply rooted values that they experience to be true, not values imposed by

others” (Gardner et al., 2011, p. 11). It is characterized by “acting in accord with one’s values,
preferences, and needs as opposed to acting merely to please others or to attain rewards or avoid
punishments through acting ‘falsely’ ” (Kernis, 2003, p. 14) and is associated with enhanced

relationships among leaders and their direct reports (Ilies et al., 2005). Kernis and Goldman
(2003) point out that there is a significant difference between the desire to be one’s true self and
the ability to naturally express one’s true self; internalized moral perspective can best be

described as a compulsion for a “free and natural expression of one’s core feelings, motives, and
inclinations in the environmental contexts one encounters” (Goldman & Kernis, 2002, p. 3).

11
For leaders, self-awareness is defined as “having awareness of, and trust in, one’s

motives, feelings, desires, and self-relevant cognitions” (Goldman & Kernis, 2002, p. 2). This
includes “knowledge of one’s needs, values, feelings, figure-ground personality aspects, and
their roles in behavior” (Kernis, 2003, p. 13). Some researchers believe that the actual moral

content is less important than alignment of the leader’s beliefs and actions (Gardner et al., 2011;
Shamir & Eilam, 2005); however, there is consensus that authentic self-awareness is not driven
by an intent to please others or gain status/reward through false behavior (Kernis, 2003).

Individuals who display behaviors consistent with self-awareness tend to have a more positive
self-concept, as well as higher emotional intelligence. Furthermore, Goldman and Kernis (2002)
suggest that self-awareness includes knowledge and acceptance of one’s multifaceted and
potentially contradictory self-aspects, as opposed to rigid acceptance of only those self-aspects
deemed internally consistent with one’s overall self-concept.
Relational authenticity is defined as “an active process of self-disclosure and the
development of mutual intimacy and trust so that intimates will see one’s true self-aspects, both
good and bad” (Goldman & Kernis, 2002, p. 3). This involves engaging in a “selective process of
self-disclosure and the development of mutual trust” (Kernis, 2003, p. 15) and the ability to be
transparent in relationships with others. Individuals who display behaviors consistent with
relational authenticity are better able to foster functional, quality relationships with others, as
well as deeper personal development (Ilies et al., 2005). The culmination of authentic leadership
behaviors can result in open and trusting relationships, as well as an enhanced ability to engage
in objective evaluation (Gardner et al., 2011).
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Authentic leadership has maintained the interest of leadership researchers over multiple

decades (Gardner et al., 2011). Likewise, it has maintained focus as a necessary leadership
approach in order to be considered as a good leader in today’s business world (Nyberg &
Svenningsson, 2014). Researchers suggest authentic leadership positively impacts both leaders

and followers, promoting self-growth and awareness (Ilies et al., 2005; Walumbwa et al., 2008).
Those high in authentic leadership tend to perform more effectively and have a high capacity to
drive positive organizational change (Walumbwa et al., 2008). Furthermore, individuals

displaying authentic leadership traits are more likely to experience high levels of self-acceptance,
personal growth, and self-development, as well as greater environmental mastery (Ilies et al.,
2005). Authentic leadership may have the potential to enhance work engagement and employee
well-being (Gardner et al., 2011; Ilies et al., 2005). Use of authentic leadership behaviors is often
associated with enhanced relationships among colleagues, as well as an enhanced ability to
estimate skills and interpret feedback (Ilies et al., 2005). However, a very important facet of
authentic leadership is that it can be developed by putting tools and resources within the reach of
the everyday manager (Baron, 2016; Fusco et al., 2015).
Authentic leadership is best operationalized by assessing behavioral actions aligning with
the four dimensions identified in the theoretical model of authentic leadership (Neider &
Schriesheim, 2011). A review of literature from 1980–2010 found that one of the most frequently

used measures of Authentic Leadership is the Authentic Leadership Questionnaire (ALQ),
developed by Avolio et al. (2007; Gardner et al., 2011); however, the content validation from the
measure heavily relied on subjective analysis (Neider & Schriesheim, 2011). While critics

acknowledge that this approach is both commonplace and statistically valid, a more rigorous
approach has been to develop an alternative assessment of authentic leadership—Authentic
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Leadership Inventory (ALI; Neider & Schriesheim, 2011). The ALI assesses the same four sub-

dimensions as the ALQ: balanced processing, internalized moral perspective, self-awareness, and
relational authenticity. Validation work indicates that the constructs are distinct and combine to
create an overall assessment of the extent to which a leader is acting authentically.
Resilience
Throughout the literature, resilience is characterized as a critical and vital characteristic
in the contemporary, dynamic workplace (Fisher et al., 2018). Individuals displaying high levels
of resilience also tend to display enhanced job satisfaction, work happiness, and organizational
commitment (Yousseff & Luthans, 2007). Individuals who are more resilient are less likely to
experience Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) and any associated symptoms following
stressful situations or events (Iacoviello & Charney, 2014). In organizations, particularly those
implementing change management strategies, resilience can be a beneficial resource for
enhancing both strategy execution and performance (Braun et al., 2017). Individuals who are
resilient tend to be more optimistic, have higher cognitive flexibility, and embrace their personal
moral compass; they are also more likely to maintain a supportive social network, attend to their
physical health, and use coping skills such as cognitive reappraisal and positive self-regard
(Iacoviello & Charney, 2014).
Resilience can be defined as “positive adaptation, or the ability to maintain or regain
mental health, despite experiencing adversity” (Hermann et al., 2011, p. 259). Specifically,
“resilience refers to a class of phenomena characterized by good outcomes in spite of serious
threats to adaptation or development” (Masten, 2001, p. 228). These phenomena occur through a
series of stages as individuals react to and cope with adversity (Fisher et al., 2018). The process
is triggered when adversity occurs, requiring the individual to adapt by engaging with an initial
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reaction, followed by sustained coping efforts until a positive outcome is achieved. Efforts to
adapt are aided by both internal resilience mechanisms, such as reactions and strategies, as well
as resilience promoting factors, such as environment or personal characteristics.
More than simply using coping skills, resilience allows an individual to not only
persevere through stress or hardships, but to bounce back, recover, and even possibly thrive from
it (Braun et al., 2017; Warner & April, 2012). Resilience has been operationalized using a variety
of approaches, including temporal, across systems or levels, or types of resilience. The temporal
approach to resilience views resilience as the way that one in which one assesses immediate
responses, short-term strategies, and long-term strategies (Fisher et al., 2018). A systems
approach describes various levels of resilience, including such as individual-level, group/teamlevel, organizational-level, societal-level resilience (Braun et al., 2017; Fisher et al., 2018).
Similarly, resilience can be categorized into types of resilience, such as behavioral, cognitive, or

emotional (Braun et al., 2017).
On an individual level, resilience is a process in which one leverages coping tools or
mechanisms to respond positively to stress, resulting in a positive outcome (Braun et al., 2017).
In this sense, resilience is the outcome through which one uses various tools or resources to
respond positively to negative stressors. To remain resilient, an individual first encounters a
stressor or hardship and then leverages the correct coping skills or resilience mechanisms/tools
that will result in a positive outcome for the specific situation. This process is both adaptive and
flexible in nature (Fisher et al., 2018). In the workplace specifically, resilience is effectively
operationalized through relevant behavioral strategies associated with facilitating emotional and
psychological change or maintenance in the face of a challenge. This includes adapting new
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ways of doing things, changing course easily, or experimenting with new ideas (Braun et al.,

2017).
The Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience
Leading authentically can result in positive team and organizational outcomes (Gardner
et al., 2011; Ilies et al., 2005; Walumbwa et al., 2008) and thus should be positively related to
resilience. However, at other times, authentic leadership is potentially negative as the leader’s
convictions conflict with team needs and the organizational culture (Guthey & Jackson, 2005;
Nyberg & Svenningsson, 2014; Sinclair, 2013). Given these theoretical alternatives, competing
hypotheses are proposed.
According to the first proposed relationship, behaving authentically should promote
positive, sustainable resilience for the leader (See Figure 11).
Hypothesis 1a: The relationship between Authentic Leadership and Resilience are
positively correlated, such that lower levels of Authentic Leadership are associated with
lower levels of Resilience, and higher levels of Authentic Leadership are associated with
higher levels of Resilience.

While some research suggests that individuals who display high levels of authentic
leadership are more resilient (Luthans & Avolio, 2003), a phenomenon known as the
Authenticity Paradox suggests that this may not always be the case (Guthey & Jackson, 2005;
Nyberg & Svenningsson, 2014; Sinclair, 2013). The Authenticity Paradox was first discussed in
the marketing and advertising realm (Chalmers, 2007; Guthey & Jackson, 2005; Randall &
Wood, 2005), as well as practitioner-oriented literature (Goffee & Jones, 2005; Ibarra, 2015).
This paradox proposes that there are inherent challenges to authentic leadership. Attempts to
enhance one’s image using authentic leadership can actually have the opposite impact, resulting
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in a decreased perception of how authentic others see the leader as being (Guthey & Jackson,

2005), while a strict adherence to the formal definition of authenticity can also create cause for
concern as individuals try to adhere to their perceived version of their authentic self (Nyberg &
Sveningsson, 2014). In these circumstances, leaders may present themselves as authentic without

being genuine, a “pseudo-authenticity” that is not true because of a desire to be perceived as
authentic to others.
Because different roles require different versions of people depending on situational
needs, the extent to which one is capable of balancing the various conflicting identities required
will impact one’s ability to persist, grow, and evolve (Nyberg & Sveningsson, 2014).
Maintaining an unwavering sense of self, especially when there is a need to show other pieces of
ourselves, may hinder one’s growth (Ibarra, 2015). In some circumstances, engaging in authentic
behavior has the potential to undermine the leader (Adarves-Yorno, 2015) resulting in a
decreased perception of leadership skills (Nyberg & Sveningsson, 2014) and a loss of credibility
(Ibarra, 2015). For example, a clinician who is a strong advocate for a therapeutic technique that
is contrary to their baseline behavior or instincts may come across as inauthentic, decreasing the
observer’s trust in the clinician. In order to combat this, authentic leadership requires that leaders
engage in monitoring—and even potentially restraining—their claimed “authenticity” (Nyberg &
Sveningsson, 2014).
Thus, authenticity may at times tax leaders in a way that negatively impacts resilience.
This might happen in situations where the leader’s convictions conflict with organizational
culture, or organizational, team, or individual needs (Guthey & Jackson, 2005; Nyberg &
Svenningsson, 2014; Sinclair, 2013). As the leader strives to balance the varying needs of the
organization, they may engage in emotionally cutting others off as a means to appear more
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powerful or independent (Kerr & Bowen, 1988); however, this may have the opposite effect as it

does not allow the leader to fully engage in authentic leadership behaviors, such as relational
transparency.
Authentic leadership may also negatively impact one’s image, making the process of
resilience more challenging to achieve. For example, the idea that past behavior is an indicator of
future success (Ouelette & Wood, 1998) is still commonplace in the leadership development
literature. Because of this, a leader who shares about past failures may be seen as someone who
will fail again, and ultimately, as being seen as a less resilient leader. Nonetheless, when
confronted with some challenges, the leader’s ability to bounce back after difficulties may be
limited due to decreased perceived resilience, potentially decreasing their overall resilience.
Authentic leadership and resilience may not be linearly negative but vary depending on
the level of authenticity. At lower levels, resilience might be low because individuals fail to

create authentic connections with others resulting in challenges when it comes to facing
adversity. In this alternative model, a lack of authentic relationships may be related to little
feedback, limited self-awareness, or lower growth potential. At moderate levels of authenticity,

resilience may be high because individuals create authentic relationships that allow them to
maintain positive relations and grow in a healthy manner. At high levels of authentic leadership,
resilience may be low because high authentic leadership behaviors are misconstrued as
oversharing or being too convicted in their values. This leads to an alternative hypothesis (See
Figure 12):
Hypothesis 1b: The relationship between Authentic Leadership and Resilience are
inversely, curvilinearly related; such that, lower and higher levels of Authentic
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Leadershipare related to lower levels of Resilience, and moderate Authentic Leadership

is related to higher levels of Resilience.
This study will test the two competing hypotheses. Furthermore, one potential
explanation for the differential relationships between authentic leadership and resilience may be
found in the coping skills used by leaders that affect the extent to which they can remain
resilient.
Coping Skills
Coping has been defined in a wide variety of ways ranging from immediate responses to
long-term coping strategies to psychological mechanisms driving coping behaviors (Lazarus,
2000; Litman, 2006; Skinner, Edge, & Sherwood, 2003). When faced with adversity, individuals
engage in coping skills to alleviate distress that the adverse situation may be causing (Carver,
Scheier, & Weintraub, 1989). In the process of managing adverse situations, one’s innate
reaction is to conduct a rapid, brief, and often unconscious assessment of the situation and to
respond in a way that alleviates the concern. However, the term “coping” has been widely used
in both research and colloquial contexts (Carver et al., 1989; Lazarus, 2000), ranging from

describing specific coping strategies (such as deep breathing; Brown, O’Keefe, Sanders, &
Baker, 1986), to describing adaptive processes (Skinner et al., 2003), or targeted at meeting
innate, biological needs such as self-preservation. Using Skinner et al.’s (2003) hierarchical

taxonomy, four levels of coping will be described followed by the best way to conceptualize
coping skills in a way that potentially optimizes authentic leadership resilience.
Coping Skill Taxonomies
Skinner et al. (2003) attempt to bring clarity to the variety of ways coping strategies have
been discussed by organizing them in a hierarchical, nested model. The model (see Figure 13)
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describes coping on four levels, depending on how specifically the coping skill is being assessed.

On the highest level, coping can be described by identifying the adaptive process or basic
psychological needs that are triggered by adverse situations. There are three psychological needs
that drive coping: relatedness, autonomy, and competence. On the second level the psychological

needs are classified into higher order behavioral styles that individuals use when faced with
situations that require coping. These are referred to as “coping families,” and they align with the
psychological needs that are being addressed by the situation. The coping families or the general

behavioral styles associated with autonomy include problem-solving, information seeking,
helplessness, or escape; the coping families associated with relatedness include self-reliance,
support seeking, delegation, or isolation; and the coping families associated with competence
include accommodation, negotiation, submission, or opposition.
On the next level, coping families are grouped into specific ways of coping, or groups of
“recognizable action types” (Lazarus, 2000). For example, ways of coping for an individual
using a coping skill from the escape coping family may include cognitive avoidance, behavioral
avoidance, denial, or wishful thinking. Lastly, on the lowest, most detailed level of coping, the
specific instances of coping are captured. These describe what the specific coping skill looked
like. For example, a specific instance of wishful thinking may include “nodding in agreement”
when asked to complete a task in an unreasonable time frame.
Operationalization
Evidence suggests that coping is best assessed via identifying the ways of coping—that
is, the behavioral indicators that one is using to managing one’s stress (Litman, 2006). These
coping skills represent specific skills that can be used or immediate actions that can be taken, in
most circumstances to alleviate discomfort, but do not necessarily indicate a positive outcome
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overall, as does resilience. The most frequently used assessment of coping over the past 20 years

is Carver et al.’s (1989) COPE assessment, used in approximately 20% of coping research
between 1998–2010, particularly for research focused on the workplace (Kato, 2013). This
measure assesses 15 coping skills overall, including three coping skills (active coping,

instrumental social support coping, and emotional social support coping) that this study proposes
are particularly important in moderating the relationship between authentic leadership and a
leader’s resilience based on the adaptive process that individuals are utilizing to meet their basic

needs while facing a challenge.
Adaptive Processes
When assessing one’s coping behaviors, self-determination theory suggests that
individuals seek growth and adapt to their environment due to motivation relating to one of three
basic needs: autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2001). Coping then occurs
as a response to adverse situations as individuals attempt to alleviate distress. As distress occurs
in any one of the three basic needs, a coping family (or group of coping skills) is initiated. The
specific coping family that an individual utilizes will correspond first with the adaptive process
being met, and then to the (a) severity and/or (b) extent to which the trigger impacts the leader on
the individual level or the contextual level. It stands to reason, then, that coping families
primarily utilized by individuals who display higher levels of authentic leadership should align
with behaviors congruent with authentic leadership.
Because “resilience [is] related to a more positive appraisal of stressful situations, and the
use of more active and approach-related coping” (Martinez-Corts et al., 2015, p. 328), those high

in authentic leadership should engage in coping skills to maintain their resilience. Furthermore,
because authentic leadership tend to be more in tune with their inner selves and values
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(Walumbwa et al., 2011), I hypothesize that those high in authentic leadership are less likely to

internalize blame in the face of challenges. Because blame is externalized, I hypothesize that
leaders who engage in coping skills elicited from problems directed at the context will be more
resilient than leaders who engage in coping skills elicited from problems directed at the self.
Specifically, I propose that the most valuable coping skills for individuals who display
high authentic leadership meet three criteria: they represent at least one way of coping with each
adaptive process, are triggered by adverse situations perceived as challenges, and are triggered
by adverse situations that threaten the individual’s context. Therefore, the focus of this study will
be on active coping skills, instrumental social support coping skills, and emotional social support
coping skills. The coping strategies are likely to vary depending on how authentic leadership and
resilience are related (e.g., linearly or curvilinearly). Therefore, the moderator hypotheses will be
tailored for each of the coping skills. Specifically, it is proposed that there is a positive, linear
relationship between authentic leadership and resilience with the exception of Hypothesis 3c
where the authentic paradox, that is, a curvilinear, moderated relationship, will occur.
Active Coping Skills

Active coping is defined as “taking active steps to try to remove or circumvent the
stressor or to ameliorate its effects” (Carver et al., 1989, p. 268). Individuals high in authentic
leadership typically choose roles and goals that align with their inner-values, skillsets, and
abilities (Walumbwa, et al., 2011), suggesting that they are more likely to be intrinsically
motivated by the goal, resulting in enhanced examination and goal planning (active coping skills)
to address the distress. Likewise, active coping is an important facet for individuals who display
resilience. Zehir and Narcikara (2016) found that high levels of resilience are associated with
enhanced productivity, resulting in a need to be productive in order to be seen as resilient.
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Hypothesis 2a: The relationship between Authentic Leadership and Resilience is

moderated with a synergistic effect by Active Coping Skills such that at high levels of
Active Coping Skills, the relationship between Authentic Leadership and Resilience is
strong and positive and at low levels of Active Coping Skills the relationship between

Authentic Leadership and Resilience is diminished. (See Figure 14.)
Instrumental Social Support Coping Skills
Social support for instrumental reasons is defined as “seeking advice, assistance, or
information” (Carver et al., 1989, p. 269). Likewise, individuals who are resilient are more likely
to seek social support from others (Iacoviello & Charney, 2014). In the workplace, social support
is associated with higher levels of job satisfaction, as well as enhanced social support in the
future (DeJong et al., 2001). Therefore, it is proposed that leaders high in instrumental support
coping will be more resilient , enabling their team towards success, regardless of authentic
leadership.
Hypothesis 2b: The relationship between Authentic Leadership and Resilience are
moderated with a synergistic effect by Instrumental Social Support Coping Skills;

such that, at high levels of Instrumental Social Support Coping Skills, the relationship
between Authentic Leadership and Resilience is strong and positive; and at low levels
of Instrumental Social Support Coping Skills the relationship between Authentic
Leadership and Resilience will be diminished. (See Figure 15.)
Emotional Social Support Coping Skills
Social support for emotional reasons is defined as “getting moral support, sympathy, or
understanding” as one manages a difficult situation (Carver et al., 1989, p. 269). If there is a
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linear relationship between authentic leadership and resilience, it is hypothesized that emotional
social support will enhance it. “As an individual functions with greater authenticity, they are
aware that they possess these multifaceted self-aspects, and they utilize this awareness in their
interchanges with others and with their environments” (Kernis, 2003, p. 13). One way of
communicating and practicing their awareness with others is through emotional social support
coping skills.
Hypothesis 2c. The relationship between Authentic Leadership and Resilience are
moderated with a synergistic effect by Emotional Social Support Coping Skills; such that,
at high levels of Emotional Social Support Coping Skills the relationship between
Authentic Leadership and Resilience is strong and positive; and at low levels of
Emotional Social Support Coping Skills the relationship between Authentic Leadership
and Resilience will be diminished. (See Figure 16.)
However, if the authenticity paradox is at play—that is, if authentic leadership behaviors
are associated with higher resilience only at moderate levels—then seeking emotional support
may play a negative role in how resilient the leader is in the workplace. Therefore, a different
relationship between the three elements is likely to emerge. The authenticity paradox suggests
that the use of emotional support can be a double-edged sword (Adarves-Yorno, 2015; Ibarra,
2015) resulting in a decreased perception of one’s ability to manage difficult situations (Nyberg
& Sveningsson, 2014).
Thus, the relationship between authentic leadership and resilience is only curvilinear
under high emotional social support coping skills because engaging in high emotional support
results in sharing excess amounts of one’s authentic self; as authenticity increases, individuals
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may overshare, resulting in a lack of trust in the leader. This may impact the leader’s ability to

bounce back and have a positive outcome required for resiliency. Under low emotional support it
should continue to be positive and linear as previously predicted.
Hypothesis 2d: The relationship between Authentic Leadership and Resilience are
moderated by Emotional Social Support Coping Skills; such that, at low levels of
Emotional Social Support Coping Skills the relationship is positively linear; that is,
resilience increases as authentic leadership increases; but at high levels of Emotional
Social Support Coping Skills, the relationship between authentic leadership and
resilience is positively curvilinear; that is, resilience is highest at moderate levels of
authentic leadership and is decreased at both high and low levels of authentic leadership.
(See Figure 17.)
Chapter II: Methods and Analysis
Participants and Sampling Methods
To determine the number of participants needed for this study, Cohen’s (1992) estimates
were used and calculated via G*Power. Power was set at .80, alpha set at .05, and effect size of
𝑓 2 set at .15 (a moderate effect) per Cohen’s (1992) guidelines, resulting in an estimated sample
size of 602. A total of 711 participants surveys were collected from Prolific. A total of 130
participants were removed from the study, including participants deleted from the original
sample because they did not agree with the study consent form (𝑛 = 3), did not meet study
criteria stipulated in the consent form (𝑛 = 43), did not accurately complete data check questions
(𝑛 = 10), or had missingness (𝑛 = 74). The final sample included 581 participants. Analyses
were run both with and without list-wise deletion (i.e., including and excluding participants who
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had missing data), with no changes in results. Due to low levels of missingness, list-wise deletion

was indicated to be appropriate with little to no bias (Parent, 2013; Schafer & Graham, 2002).
Materials and Measures
The measures used in this research include authentic leadership, resilience, and coping
skills, social desirability, as well as demographic questions. All surveys were administered via
self-report in the Qualtrics platform. Informed consent was obtained from the participant,
including information about procedures, follow-up session, and the benefits and risks of
participating. See the appendices for informed consent (Appendix A) and the search engine
posting and recruitment script (Appendix B).
Demographics/Control Variables
In order to assess generalizability, demographic questions included: age, sex (male,
female, other [please specify]), race (Asian or Asian American, including Chinese, Japanese, and

Others; Black or African American; Hispanic, Latino, including Mexican American, Central
American, and Others; White, Caucasian, Anglo, European, or American; Two or More Races),
organization type (educational institution, for-profit, government, non-profit, other), hours

worked per week, number of direct reports supervised, and organization size. See Appendix C
for demographic questions.
Authentic Leadership
Authentic leadership was assessed using the Authentic Leadership Inventory (ALI;
Neider & Schriescheim, 2011). The ALI is a modified version of the Authentic Leadership
Questionnaire (ALQ; copyright @ 2007 Authentic Leadership Questionnaire by Avolio et al.,
2005). The ALI was used because it is based on the ALQ, is open source, and uses stringent
factor analysis methods for the proposed model. The measure includes four scales with items that
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assess self-awareness (e.g., “I ask for ideas that challenge my core beliefs”), relational

transparency (e.g., “I clearly state what I mean”), internalized moral perspective (e.g., “I show
consistency between my beliefs and actions”), and balanced processing (e.g., “I ask for ideas that
challenge my core beliefs”). Responses were answered on a 5-point scale from (1) “Strongly

Disagree” to (5) “Strongly Agree.” Scores were averaged together to yield one overall score of
authentic leadership. See Appendix D for the self-report measure.
Resilience
Resilience was assessed via six items created by Braun et al. (2017) to assess resilience in
the workplace. Originally a subscale in a larger measure, this resilience scale consists of six
questions rated on a Likert-type scale where respondents are asked to rate the extent to which the
items describe the person ranging from (1) “Very Inaccurate” to (5) “Very Accurate.” Scores
were averaged together to yield one overall score of resilience. Sample items include “I bounce
back quickly when confronted with setbacks” and “I find it easy to adapt to changing situations.”
See Appendix E for the self-report measure.
Coping Skills

Coping skills were assessed via an adapted version of the Brief COPE scale developed by
Carver (1997). Based on the COPE scale (Carver et al., 1989), the Brief COPE (Carver, 1997)
was developed to reduce the length and redundancy of the original COPE scale. The COPE

scales have been the most commonly used scale in assessing coping, particularly coping in the
workplace (Kato, 2013). Various studies have established reliability and validity over the three
decades that it has been used (Kato, 2013; Litman, 2006; Lyne & Roger, 2000; Monzani et al.,

2015).
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The measure consists of six questions rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from

(1) “Never” to (5) “Always,” assessing three distinct subscales: active coping skills, use of
instrumental support coping skills, and use of emotional social support coping skills. Each
subscale was scored independently of one another, resulting in three distinct assessments of the

extent to which the individual engages in each identified way of coping. The ways of coping
assessed include active coping skills, instrumental social support coping skills, and emotional
social support coping skills. The three coping scales were treated separately as independently

important coping mechanisms. Sample items include “I concentrate my efforts on doing
something about the situation I'm in” (active coping skills), “I get help and advice from other
people” (instrumental support coping skills), and “I get emotional support from others”
(emotional support coping skills). See Appendix F for the self-report measure.
Self-Deceptive Social Desirability
Social deception is defined as the tendency to give self-reports that have a positivity bias.
In order to rule out potential for self-inflating ratings, the social deceptive enhancement subscale
within the Balanced Inventory of Desired Responding (BIDR-16; Hart, Richie, Hopper, &
Gebauer, 2015; Paulhus, 1988) was used. The BIDR-16 is a shortened version of based on
Paulhus’ Balanced Inventory of Desired Responding (BIDR; 1998).
The measure consists of eight questions asked on a 7-point Likert-type scale from (1)
“Not True” to (7) “Very True.” Sample items include “I never regret my decisions” and “I have
sometimes doubted myself as a leader.” Scores were averaged together to yield one overall score
of social desirability with a minimum score of 0 indicating little to no self-deceptiveness, and a
maximum score of 8 indicating a high level of self-deception (Schnapp, Eggert, & Suhr, 2017).
See Appendix G for the self-report measure.
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Procedure

The research design for this study was non-experimental, assessing the relationship
between authentic leadership (IV), resilience (DV), and coping skills (moderators). Upon
acceptance into the study, participants were redirected to the Qualtrics site to complete the

survey. Upon completion, Prolific respondents were provided $2 within 48 hours of completion.
Results
Participant Sample
Participant demographics are summarized in Table 1. The sample was composed of
roughly a similar number of females (50.3%) and males (49.7%), aged 18 to 76 (Mean = 40.4,
SD = 9.7), who identified primarily as White (88.3%), primarily from the United Kingdom
(69.0%) and the United States (26.7%). Additionally, participants indicated that they supervise
an average of 10.8 employees (SD = 10.6) and largely work in for-profit organizations.
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Table 1. Participant Demographics
Participant Demographics
Mean
Gender
Female
Male
Age
Race
Asian or Asian American, including
Chinese, Japanese, and Others
Black or African American
Hispanic, Latino, including Mexican
American, Central American, and
Others
White, Caucasian, Anglo, European, or
American
Two or More Races
Country of Residence
United States
United Kingdom
Canada
Other (Poland)
Number of Direct Reports
Organization Size
Industry
Non-Profit
For-profit business
Educational Institution
Government Agency
Other
Note: n = 581

SD

Range

%
292 (50.3%)
289 (49.7%)

40.4

9.7

19–61
34 (5.9%)
15 (2.6%)
8 (1.4%)
513 (88.3%)
11 (1.9%)
155 (26.7%)
401 (69.0%)
24 (3.4%)
1 (0.2%)

10.8
7,905

10.6
24615.4

3–57
1–185,274
52 (9.0%)
363 (62.5%)
82 (14.1%)
70 (12%)
14 (2.4%)

Missing Data
Prior to analysis, the data was analyzed for missingness. The total sample size was 655
before missingness was assessed (711 in original sample; 56 removed in data cleaning phase).
The missing analyses indicated 94.5% (35) of the variables had some missing data, 10.8% of
participants had missing data, and 0.4% of values had missingness. A visual inspection of the
missingness patterns (i.e., where data are missing) suggested the presence of general pattern
indicated by missing values being dispersed across the data and appears random. The most
common pattern of missingness was no missing data (95.1%), while the second most common
pattern was participants that left only item AL_8 (“I openly share information with others”)
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blank (1.2%%), followed not answering only item AL_9 (“I resist pressures to do things contrary
to my beliefs”; 1.1%). No items had missingness above 1.2%. Further inspection of item
missingness indicated the majority of these missing responses were due to participants marking
(N/A) instead of leaving the item unanswered, suggesting that nonresponse was reflective of
applicability of the question instead of intentional nonresponding. List-wise deletion was used to
remove participants who had any missing data, resulting in removal of 74 participants and a total
N of 581.
Preliminary Analyses
To inform the appropriate imputation method and subsequent hypotheses testing, study
variables were tested for relevant assumptions, reliability, and method bias.
Assumption Testing
One error outlier was found on the Age demographics question following visual
inspection of the data. Following suggestions from Kutner et al., (2004), the error outlier was
changed from .36 to 36. Influential outliers were found on the age demographics question (19),
direct reports demographics question (11) and organization size demographics question (6).
These outliers were beyond two standard deviations from the mean and were trimmed to the
score equivalent to two standard deviations (Hastings et al, 1947). Likert-scale variables were
not assessed for outliers, as they assess the extent to which an individual does or does not engage
in these behaviors; additionally, all Likert-scale item means were compared to means with the
top and bottom 5% trimmed, indicating little to no differences in results sans outliers. The data
displayed skewness and kurtosis within acceptable parameters (i.e., +/- 3; Kline, 2005) at the
item and scale levels.
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Scales for resilience and active coping indicate moderate negative skew, indicating a
general pattern of more positive responses (i.e., agree vs disagree). AL total, Instrumental Social
Support and Emotional Social Support scales indicated moderate indications of positive skew,
indicating a general pattern of more negative response (i.e. disagree versus agree), while the four
AL subscales and remainder of the scales (Resilience, Active Coping, and Social Desirability)
displayed a negative skew indicating a general pattern of more positive responses (i.e., agree
versus disagree). One item (organization size) had high levels of positive skew. All items were
found to be mesokurtic in nature, indicating normal distribution outside of direct reports (7.7)
and organization size (29.5).
Visual inspection suggested nonlinear relationships between two coping skills scales
(Emotional Social Support Coping and Instrumental Social Support Coping) and resilience.
Relationships between authentic leadership and resilience were sufficiently linear (i.e., linearity
explained the most variance and was significant); linearity will be further explored within the
primary analysis in order to test the hypotheses. Homoscedasticity of residuals were assessed via
visual inspection using scatterplots, revealing relatively equally distributed represented by a
consistent shape (no funneling/fanning) around the fit line. Additionally, scales were not
normally distributed (i.e., significant Shapiro-Wilk normality tests), with visual inspection of the
data confirmed the presence of non-normal distributions. In order to account for violation of
assumptions, data was analyzed using bootstrapping (Field, 2009; Hayes & Cai, 2007).
Reliability and Multicollinearity
Reliability was assessed using Composite Reliability (CR; see Table 2). Adequate
reliability was found across all measures; these items can be found on the correlational table
below (See Table 2).
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Method Bias
Because the study data were obtained through a single method and cross-sectional design,
there is potential for common method bias to influence study outcomes by inflating the strengths
of the observed variable relationships. Results from the Harman’s single-factor analysis indicated
approximately 16.5% of the variance across all study items were attributable to a single factor
solution which is below the recommended cutoff of 50% (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
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Table 2. Zero-Order Correlations, Descriptives, and Reliabilities
Zero-order Correlations, Descriptives, and Reliabilities
Mean (SD) Range
1
2
3
4
5
5a
40.41
42
1. Age
(9.7)
1.51
2
-.00
2. Gender
(.50)
10.76
54
.11**
.00
3. Direct Reports
(10.6)
7,905
185,273
-.00
-.12
.10*
4. Org Size
(24,615.39)
5. Authentic
4.21
1.71
.05
.05
.11*
.04
.78
Leadership
(.36)
a. Relational
4.40
0.13
.06
.03
.03
.09*
.70**
.51
Authenticity
(.45)
b. Moral
4.22
0.67
.09*
.11**
.08*
.10*
.72** .38**
Perspective
(.49)
c. Balanced
4.11
0.92
.02
-.02
.02
.03
.75** .40**
Processing
(.51)
d. Self4.10
0.35
-.09
-.09
.03
-.08** .76** .44**
Awareness
(.52)
4.58
5.50
-.15** .-.13**
.07
-.01
.27** .26**
6. Social Desirability
(.95)
4.00
3.50
.06
-.00
.12**
.01
.32** .29**
7. Active Coping
(.56)
3.09
4.00
-.06
.14**
-.02
-.05
-.01
.12**
8. Instrumental Social
(.93)
3.01
4.00
-.08*
.12**
.02
-.10*
.02
.12**
9. Emotional Social
(1.02)
4.06
3.17
.01
.00
.11*
-.02
.46** .35**
10. Resilience
(.56)
Note. (N =581). Gender was coded where 0=female. Composite reliabilities appear in bold on the diagonal.
* indicates significance at p < .05. ** indicates significance at p < .01.

5b

5c

5d

6

7

8

9

10

.62
.30**

.62

.40**

.45**

.54

.16**

.12**

.29**

.72

.27**

.26**

.26**

.10*

.61

.13**

.19**

.14**

.17**

.22**

.79

.12**

.13**

.17**

.11**

.19**

.63**

.78

.21**

.39**

.43**

-.01

.37**

.04

.01

.80
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Hypothesis Testing
To begin, analyses were conducted to assess if the control variables, demographics and
social desirability, were related to resilience, the dependent variable. First, the demographic
control variables were regressed on resilience to see if they account for specific variance. Age,
gender, organization size, number of direct reports, and country accounts for approximately 2.2%
of the variance in resilience [𝑓(5, 573) = 2.842, 𝑝 = .006]. Next, social desirability was
regressed on resilience, accounting for approximately 14.8% of the variance [𝑓(1,572) =
13,585, 𝑝 = .00]. Since both were significantly related to the outcome, the covariates and social
desirability were included in subsequent analyses.
H1a: Assessing the Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience
To examine the relationship between authentic leadership and resilience, a hierarchical
regression was performed. Variables that explain resilience were entered in three steps: first, the
covariates and social desirability responses were entered on step 1, and authentic leadership was
entered into step 2. Results indicate that authentic leadership accounts for approximately 13.7%
of the variance above and beyond covariates ∆𝐹(6, 574) = 111.043, 𝑝 = .004. See Table 3 for
more details.
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Table 3. H1a: Heirarchical Regression Analysis of Authentic Leadership on Resilience
H1a: Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Authentic Leadership on Resilience
Independent variable
𝛽
Step 1
Age
-.022
Gender
.004
Organization Size
-.046
Organization Type
.000
Direct Reports
.120*
Country
-.132*
Step 2
Social Desirability
.369**
Step 3
Authentic Leadership
.390**
Note: n = 581 *p < .05, **p < .01

𝑑𝑓
6, 574

F
3.218

∆𝐹
3.218**

𝑅2
.033

∆𝑅2
.033

7, 573

15.551

86.670**

.160

.127

8, 572

30.101

111.043**

.296

.137

H1b: Assessing the Curvilinear Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience
To assess if this relationship is curvilinear, a curvilinear hierarchical regression was
conducted, in which the centered quadratic and cubic, and terms of authentic leadership were
regressed onto resilience. Covariates were entered into step 1, accounting for approximately 3%
of the variance in resilience, and social desirability was entered into step 2, accounting for 12.7%
of the variance. Next, the centered term was entered into step 3, the squared term into step 4, and
the cubic term into step 5. Results indicate that there is not a quadratic bell-shaped curve as H1b
predicted, but the relationship is cubic in nature (∆𝑅2 = .005, ∆𝐹 2 = 4.095, 𝑝 < .05). See Table
4 and Figure 1 for more details.
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Table 4. H1b: Curvilinear Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Authentic Leadership on Resilience
H1b: Curvilinear Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Authentic Leadership on Resilience
Independent variable
𝛽
𝑑𝑓
𝐹
∆𝐹
𝑅2
Step 1
6, 574
3.218**
.033
Age
-.022
Gender
.004
Organization Size
-.046
Organization Type
.000
Direct Reports
.120*
Country
-.132*
Step 2
7, 573
15.551
86.670**
.160
Social Desirability
.369**
Step 3
8, 572
30.101
111.043**
.296
Authentic Leadership .390**
– Centered
Step 4
9, 571
26.93
1.394
.298
Authentic Leadership -.042
– Squared
Step 5
10, 570 24.778
4.095*
.303
Authentic Leadership .137*
- Cubed
Note: n = 581; * indicates significance at p < .05. ** indicates significance at p < .01.

Figure 1. H1b: The Curvilinear Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience

H1b: The Curvilinear Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience

∆𝑅2
.033

.127
.137
.002
.005
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H1 Post-Hoc Analyses. Post-hoc analyses were conducted to further explore the extent
to which the four facets of authentic leadership (relational authenticity, moral perspective,
balanced processing, and self-awareness) were related to resilience. A hierarchical multiple
regression was conducted by first entering covariates in step 1, then adding social desirability in
step 2. All four subscales of authentic leadership were added in step 3 to assess the unique
variance that each facet has with resilience. See Table 5 for more details.
The zero-order correlations in Table 2 indicate that all four dimensions of authentic
leadership are related to resilience. When all four dimensions are considered together, the results
indicate that three of the dimensions predict unique variance over and above the others: relational
authenticity (𝛽 = .145, 𝑝 < .001), balanced processing (𝛽 = .264, 𝑝 < .001), and selfawareness (𝛽 = .221, 𝑝 < .001). The results indicate that balanced processing added the most
unique variance. Internalized moral perspective does not add unique variance ((𝛽 = −.048, 𝑝 =
.302). These results indicate that engaging in multiple dimensions of authentic leadership is
important, specifically authenticity in one’s relationships, consideration of multiple perspectives,
and knowledge of the self. See Table 5.
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Table 5. H1b Post Hoc: Hierarchical Regression of Authentic Leadership Dimensions on Resilience
H1b Post Hoc: Hierarchical Regression of Authentic Leadership Dimensions on Resilience
Independent variable
𝛽
𝑑𝑓
𝐹
∆𝐹
𝑅2
Step 1
6, 574
3.218
3.218**
.033
Age
-.022
Gender
.004
Organization Size
-.046
Organization Type
-.000
Direct Reports
.120*
Country
-.132*
Step 2
7, 573
15.551
86.670**
.160
Social Desirability
.369**
Step 3
11, 569
25.367
35.912**
.329
Relational Authenticity
.115**
Moral Perspective
-.041
Balanced Processing
.237**
Self-Awareness
.206**
Note: n = 581; * indicates significance at p < .05. ** indicates significance at p < .01.

∆𝑅2
.033

.127
.169

H2a: Active Coping as a Moderator
Hypothesis 2a predicted that the relationship between authentic leadership and resilience
is moderated by active coping skills. To test this proposed relationship, authentic leadership and
the moderator—active coping—were centered. Next, a moderated hierarchical regression was
conducted in which covariates were entered into step 1, social desirability is entered into step 2,
both authentic leadership and active coping were entered in step 3, and then an interaction term
of authentic leadership and active coping was entered in step 4. Results indicate that active
coping did not moderate the relationship [∆𝑅2 = .001, ∆𝐹(1, 570) = .477, 𝑝 = .072]. See Table
6 and Figure 2.
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Table 6. H2a: Moderated Regression Analysis of Active Coping on the Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience
H2a: Moderated Regression Analysis of Active Coping on the Relationship Between Authentic Leadership
and Resilience
Independent variable
𝛽
𝑑𝑓
𝐹
∆𝐹
Step 1
6, 574
3.218
3.218**
Age
-.022
Gender
.004
Organization Size
-0.46
Organization Type .000
Direct Reports
.120*
Country
-.132*
Step 2
7, 573
15.551
86.670**
Social Desirability .369**
Step 3
Authentic
.359**
27.956**
.146
60.135**
Leadership
Active Coping
.109**
Step 4
1,570
25.185
.477
AL*AC
-.023
Note: n = 581; * indicates significance at p < .05. ** indicates significance at p < .01.

𝑅2
.033

∆𝑅2
.033

.160

.127

.146

.279

.306

.000

Figure 2. H2a: The Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience, Moderated by Active Coping
H2a: The Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience, Moderated by Active Coping
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H2b: Instrumental Social Support Coping as a Moderator
Hypothesis 2b predicted that the relationship between authentic leadership and resilience
is moderated by instrumental social support coping. This was tested by first centering authentic
leadership and the moderator—instrumental social support coping. Next a moderated
hierarchical regression was conducted in which covariates were entered into step 1, social
desirability was entered into step 3, both authentic leadership and instrumental social support
coping were entered into step 4, and then an interaction term of authentic leadership and
instrumental social support coping was entered into step 5. Results indicate that the moderating
relationship was not significant in which the ∆𝑅2 = .004, ∆𝐹(1, 570) = 3.239, 𝑝 = .072. See
Table 7 and Figure 3.
Table 7. H2b: Moderated Regression Analysis of Instrumental Social Coping on the Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience
H2b: Moderated Regression Analysis of Instrumental Social Coping on the Relationship Between Authentic
Leadership and Resilience
Independent variable
𝛽
𝑑𝑓
𝐹
∆𝐹
𝑅2
Step 1
6,574
3.218
3.218**
.033
Age
-.022
Gender
.004
Organization Size
-.046
Organization Type
-.000
Direct Reports
.120*
Country
-.132*
Step 2
15.551
86.670**
.160
Social Desirability
.369**
Step 3
2,571
27.129
57.009**
.300
Authentic Leadership
.403**
Instrumental Social
-.059
Support Coping
Step 4
1,570
24.836
3.239
.303
AL*ISSC
.059
Note: n = 581; * indicates significance at p < .05. ** indicates significance at p < .01.

∆𝑅2
.033

.127
.140

.004
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Figure 3. H2b: The Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience, Moderated by Instrumental Social Support Coping

H2b: The Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience, Moderated by Instrumental Social
Support Coping

H2c: Emotional Social Support Coping as a Moderator
Hypothesis 2c predicted that the relationship between authentic leadership and resilience
is linearly moderated by emotional social support coping. A hierarchical moderated regression
was conducted by first centering authentic leadership and the moderator—emotional social
support coping. Next the covariates were entered into step 1, social desirability was entered into
step 2, both authentic leadership and emotional social support coping were entered into step 3,
and then an interaction term of authentic leadership and emotional social support coping was
entered into step 4. Results indicate a significant moderating relationship in which the ∆𝑅2 =
.013, ∆𝐹(1, 570) = 11.030, 𝑝 = .001. See Table 8 and Figure 4.
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Table 8. H2c: Moderated Regression Analysis of Emotional Social Support Coping on the Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience
H2c: Moderated Regression Analysis of Emotional Social Support Coping on the Relationship Between
Authentic Leadership and Resilience
Independent variable
𝛽
𝑑𝑓
𝐹
∆𝐹
𝑅2
Step 1
6,574
3.218
3.218**
.033
Age
-.022
Gender
.004
Organization Size
-.046
Organization Type
-.000
Direct Reports
.120*
Country
-.132*
Step 2
15.551
86.670**
.160
Social Desirability
.369**
Step 3
2,571
127.525
58.507**
.303
Authentic Leadership
.406**
Emotional Social
-.082*
Support Coping
Step 4
1,570
26.311
11.030**
.316
AL*ESSC
.116**
Note: n = 581; * indicates significance at p < .05. ** indicates significance at p < .01.

∆𝑅2
.033

.127
.143

.013

Figure 4. H2c: The Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience, Moderated by Emotional Social Support Coping
H2c: The Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience, Moderated by Emotional Social
Support Coping
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H2c Post-Hoc Analyses. Because a significant interaction was observed, post-hoc

analyses were conducted to assess how the sub-dimensions of authentic leadership were related
to resilience, as moderated by emotional social support coping.
Relational Authenticity. To assess the relationship between authentic leadership
dimension relational authenticity and resilience, as moderated by emotional social support
coping, a hierarchical moderated regression was conducted. First, the covariates were entered
into step 1, social desirability was entered into step 2, both relational authenticity and emotional
social support coping were entered into step 3, and then an interaction term of relational
authenticity and emotional social support coping was entered into step 4. Results indicate a
significant moderating relationship in which the ∆𝑅2 = .017, ∆𝐹(1, 570) = 12.943, 𝑝 < .001.
See Table 9 and Figure 5.
Table 9. H2c Post-Hoc: Moderated Regression Analysis of Emotional Social Support Coping on the Relationship Between Relational Authenticity and Resilience
H2c Post-Hoc: Moderated Regression Analysis of Emotional Social Support Coping on the Relationship
Between Relational Authenticity and Resilience
Independent variable
𝛽
𝑑𝑓
𝐹
∆𝐹
𝑅2
Step 1
6,574
3.218
3.218**
.033
Age
-.022
Gender
.004
Organization Size
-.046
Organization Type
-.000
Direct Reports
.120*
Country
-.132*
Step 2
15.551
86.670**
.160
Social Desirability
.369**
Step 3
2, 571
19.031
26.386**
.231
Relational Authenticity .281**
Emotional Social
-.043
Support Coping
Step 4
1, 570
18.780
12.943**
.235
ALRT*ESSC
.129**
Note: n = 581; * indicates significance at p < .05. ** indicates significance at p < .01.

∆𝑅2
.033

.127
.071

.017
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Figure 5. H2c Post-Hoc: The Relationship Between Relational Authenticity and Resilience, Moderated by Emotional Social Support Coping
H2c Post-Hoc: The Relationship Between Relational Authenticity and Resilience, Moderated by Emotional
Social Support Coping

Internalized Moral Perspective. To assess the relationship between authentic leadership

dimension internalized moral perspective and resilience, as moderated by emotional social
support coping, a hierarchical moderated regression was conducted. First, the covariates were
entered into step 1, social desirability was entered into step 2, both internalized moral perspective

and emotional social support coping were entered into step 3, and then an interaction term of
internalized moral perspective and emotional social support coping was entered into step 4.
Results indicate a significant moderating relationship in which the ∆𝑅2 = .008, ∆𝐹(1, 570) =
5.841, 𝑝 = .016. See Table 10 and Figure 6.
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Table 10. H2c Post-Hoc: Moderated Regression Analysis of Emotional Social Support Coping on the Relationship Between Internalized Moral Perspective and Resilience
H2c Post-Hoc: Moderated Regression Analysis of Emotional Social Support Coping on the Relationship
Between Internalized Moral Perspective and Resilience
Independent variable
𝛽
𝑑𝑓
𝐹
∆𝐹
𝑅2
Step 1
6,574
3.218
3.218**
.033
Age
-.022
Gender
.004
Organization Size
-.046
Organization Type
-.000
Direct Reports
.120*
Country
-.132*
Step 2
15.551
86.670**
.160
Social Desirability
.369**
Step 3
2, 571
13.883
6.919**
.167
Moral Perspective
.148**
Emotional Social
-.027
Support Coping
Step 4
1, 570
13.185
5.841*
.174
ALMP*ESSC
.097*
Note: n = 581; * indicates significance at p < .05. ** indicates significance at p < .01.

∆𝑅2
.033

.127
.020

.008

Figure 6. H2c Post-Hoc: The Relationship Between Internalized Moral Perspective and Resilience, Moderated by Emotional Social Support Coping
H2c Post-Hoc: The Relationship Between Internalized Moral Perspective and Resilience, Moderated by
Emotional Social Support Coping

Balanced Processing. To assess the relationship between authentic leadership dimension
balanced processing and resilience, as moderated by emotional social support coping, a
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hierarchical moderated regression was conducted. First, the covariates were entered into step 1,

social desirability was entered into step 2, both balanced processing and emotional social support
coping were entered into step 3, and then an interaction term of balanced processing and
emotional social support coping was entered into step 4. Results indicate a significant

moderating relationship in which the ∆𝑅2 = .005, ∆𝐹(1, 570) = 23.413, 𝑝 = .048. See Table 11
and Figure 7 for more details.
Table 11. H2c Post-Hoc: Moderated Regression Analysis of Emotional Social Support Coping on the Relationship Between Balanced Processing and Resilience
H2c Post-Hoc: Moderated Regression Analysis of Emotional Social Support Coping on the Relationship
Between Balanced Processing and Resilience
Independent variable
𝛽
𝑑𝑓
𝐹
∆𝐹
𝑅2
Step 1
6,574
3.218
3.218**
.033
Age
-.022
Gender
.004
Organization Size
-.046
Organization Type
-.000
Direct Reports
.120*
Country
-.132*
Step 2
15.551
86.670**
.160
Social Desirability
.369**
Step 3
2, 571
25.449
50.657**
.275
Balanced Processing
.362**
Emotional Social
-.060
Support Coping
Step 4
1, 570
23.413
3.919*
.279
ALBP*ESSC
.069*
Note: n = 581; * indicates significance at p < .05. ** indicates significance at p < .01.

∆𝑅2
.033

.127
.127

.005
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Figure 7. H2c Post-Hoc: The Relationship Between Balanced Processing and Resilience, Moderated by Emotional Social Support Coping

H2c Post-Hoc: The Relationship Between Balanced Processing and Resilience, Moderated by Emotional
Social Support Coping

Self-Awareness. To assess the relationship between authentic leadership dimension selfawareness and resilience, as moderated by emotional social support coping, a hierarchical
moderated regression was conducted. First, the covariates were entered into step 1, social

desirability was entered into step 2, both self-awareness and emotional social support coping
were entered into step 3, and then an interaction term of self-awareness and emotional social
support coping was entered into step 4. Results indicate a significant moderating relationship in
which the ∆𝑅2 = .014, ∆𝐹(1, 570) = 0.270, 𝑝 = .001. See Table 12 and Figure 8.
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Table 12. H2c Post-Hoc: Moderated Regression Analysis of Emotional Social Support Coping on the Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience
H2c Post-Hoc: Moderated Regression Analysis of Emotional Social Support Coping on the Relationship
Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience
Independent variable
𝛽
𝑑𝑓
𝐹
∆𝐹
𝑅2
Step 1
6,574
3.218
3.218**
.033
Age
-.022
Gender
.004
Organization Size
-.046
Organization Type
-.000
Direct Reports
.120*
Country
-.132*
Step 2
15.551
86.670**
.160
Social Desirability
.369**
Step 3
2, 571
23.453
43.108**
.258
Self-Awareness
.356**
Emotional Social
-.065**
Support Coping
Step 4
1, 570
22.290
43.108**
.270
ALSA*ESSC
.112**
Note: n = 581; * indicates significance at p < .05. ** indicates significance at p < .01.

∆𝑅2
.033

.127
.110

.014

Figure 8. H2c Post-Hoc: The Relationship Between Self-Awareness and Resilience, Moderated by Emotional Social Support Coping
H2c Post-Hoc: The Relationship Between Self-Awareness and Resilience, Moderated by Emotional Social
Support Coping
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H2d: Emotional Social Support Coping as a Curvilinear Moderator Between Authentic
Leadership and Resilience
To test for H2d, which predicted a curvilinear moderated relationship between emotional
social support coping on the relationship between authentic leadership and resilience, authentic

leadership and the moderator—emotional support coping skills—were first centered and then an
interaction term for the two was created. Next, squared and cubed terms for authentic leadership
were created and interaction terms with emotional social support coping were computed to assess

for curvilinearity. A hierarchical regression was conducted by first entering covariates into step
1, social desirability responses into step 2, and then authentic leadership and emotional social
support coping into step 3. The centered interaction term was entered into step 4, the squared
interaction term was entered into step 5, and then cubed interaction term was entered into step 6.
Results indicated that the squared and cubic interaction terms were not significant ∆𝑅2 =
.000, ∆𝐹(1, 568) = .005, 𝑝 = .946 indicating that authentic leadership and the coping strategies
are linearly related to resilience. Although not statistically significant, the relationship appears
antagonistic in nature, in which the effect of both authentic leadership and low emotional social
support coping results in lower levels of resilience. See Table 13 and Figure 9.
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Table 13. H2d: Curvilinear Moderated Regression Analysis Assessing the Impact of Emotional Social Support Coping on the Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience
H2d: Curvilinear Moderated Regression Analysis Assessing the Impact of Emotional Social Support Coping
on the Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience
Independent variable
𝛽
𝑑𝑓
𝐹
∆𝐹
Step 1
6,574
3.218
3.218**
Age
-.022
Gender
.004
Organization Size
-.046
Organization Type
-.000
Direct Reports
.120*
Country
-.132*
Step 2
15.551
86.670**
Social Desirability
.369**
Step 3
2, 571
27.525
58.507**
Authentic Leadership
.406**
Emotional Social
-.082*
Support Coping
Step 4
1, 570
26.311
11.030**
AL*ESSC Centered
.116**
Step 5
1,569
24.042
1.246
AL*ESSC Squared
-.008
Step 6
1,568
22.001
.005
AL*ESSC Cubed
-.041
Note: n = 581; * indicates significance at p < .05. ** indicates significance at p < .01.

𝑅2
.033

∆𝑅2
.033

.160

.127

.303

.143

.316

.316

.317

.001

.317

.000
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Figure 9. H2d: The Curvilinear Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience, as Moderated by Emotional Social Support Coping
H2d: The Curvilinear Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Resilience, as Moderated by
Emotional Social Support Coping

Discussion
This study compared two competing hypotheses about the relationship between authentic
leadership and resilience and explored three potential coping skills that might influence the
relationship. Results indicated support for a cubic relationship between authentic leadership and
resilience where the relationship is generally positively correlated but plateaus slightly at
moderate levels (See Figure 10). Tc(Gardner et al., 2011; Ilies et al., 2005; Walumbwa et al.,
2008).
Looking at the dimensions of authentic leadership individually, results indicate that three
of the four subdimensions (relational authenticity, balanced processing, and self-awareness) of
authentic leadership are linearly related to resilience. This suggests that while authentic
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leadership is a multi-faceted dimension, each subdimension captures a facet of different
psychological functioning within authentic leadership that influences resilience and adds value to
increasing resilience.
Specifically, results indicate that three dimensions of authentic leadership—relational
authenticity, balanced processing, and self-awareness—add unique variance to resilience, while
moral perspective does not. This suggests that the ability to engage in seeing multiple sides of
the problem aides individuals in adapting positively. Perhaps this is because individuals who are
able to see multiple perspectives are less likely to internalize problems as a reflection of
themselves, and as a result are better able to both identify and act on potential solutions.
Additionally, perhaps as individuals are better able to consider their own biases, they are also
better able to understand and identify where they are “stuck” and move forward; this can be
beneficial in times of failure or adversity.
Similarly, higher levels of self-awareness, or the ability to be aware of and trust one’s
internal thoughts, emotions, and beliefs, may allow the individual to “step into” their emotional
challenges, reframe their problems, and move past adversity in a healthy way. Having trust in
one’s feelings may decrease the likelihood of “freezing” behavior as the result of self-doubt, as
well as increase acknowledgement of one’s shortcomings.
Lastly, individuals who display behaviors consistent with relational authenticity are better
able to foster functional, quality relationships with others, as well as deeper personal
development (Ilies et al., 2005). Perhaps when one develops increased mutual trust with others,
they are also cultivating more emotional resources to utilize when challenged, such as the ability
to admit failure/challenge and ask for help.
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However, internalized moral perspective on its own was not significantly related to
resilience. Perhaps one explanation of this is that internalized moral perspective does not always
match reality or the external environment, so it needs feedback from others to build resilience
(hence the significant moderating effect of emotional social support on the relationship between
internalized moral perspective and resilience). Internalized moral perspective, to some extent, is
a self-defined set of rules specific to one’s culture and experiences. In responding to the
question, participants may be living by and reporting on different ethical principles. Future
research should look at specific moral principles and the extent to which leaders rely on them,
such as moral authenticity, in relation to leaders’ resilience or perceived resilience. Similarly, as
one’s propensity towards prescriptive or proscriptive morality impacts one’s regulation (JanoffBulman et al., 2008), it may also be a good starting point for researchers to explore the influence
of morality stances on one’s leadership styles and resilience.
The impact of coping skills on the relationship between authentic leadership and
resilience was also investigated. Results indicate that emotional social support coping positively
moderated the relationship between authentic leadership and resilience, but active coping and
instrumental social support coping did not. Interestingly, although not significant, instrumental
social support coping results indicate a similar pattern to the interaction effect of emotional
coping; that is, the coping strategies suppressed the relationship between authentic leadership
and resilience particularly at lower levels suggesting that inauthentic leaders should avoid
engaging emotional or instrumental coping to maintain higher resilience, but authentic leaders
will be more likely to report high resilience whether or not they have engaged in emotional or
instrumental coping.
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Active coping and instrumental support may have more to do with competence in one’s
role. Active coping would be easier for individuals who know how to manage the problem at
hand; instrumental social support coping aids individuals in learning how to address the problem.
Furthermore, although not statistically significant, the relationship appears curvilinear in nature,
such that the relationship between authentic leadership and resilience is positively linearly
related for those high in emotional social support coping but appears antagonistic in nature for
those low in emotional social support coping. That is, the interaction of low emotional social
support coping and authentic leadership appears to be related to lower levels of resilience.
Perhaps this can provide a potential explanation for the authenticity paradox theories.
Emotional social support coping allows individuals to both communicate and practice selfawareness with others. Individuals low in emotional social support coping who engage in more
authentic leadership behaviors may not be engaging in acts of relational authenticity, such as
communicating and practicing self-awareness of others, hence limiting their resilience. If use of
these behaviors is counter to, or inauthentic of, the leader’s everyday presentation, then an
increase in use may result in distrust from colleagues and employees as others around the leader
attempt to understand the shift in the leaders’ behavior. However, individuals high in emotional
social support coping are more likely to build relationships based on mutual respect, presenting
authentically in their relational behaviors. As relational behaviors increase, the leader may gain
relational support, more frank or transparent feedback, and increased relational support from
their peers.
Furthermore, when looking at this moderated relationship on the scale-level, the
relationship between all four sub-dimensions of authentic leadership (relational transparency,
internalized moral perspective, balanced processing, and self-awareness) and resilience appear to
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be positively moderated by emotional social support coping, including moral perspective. While
internalized moral perspective was not related to resilience on its own, the interaction of
authentic leadership and internalized moral perspective was positively related to resilience. This
is consistent with past research which suggests that those high in moral authenticity are more
likely to be given more influence and support than those lower in moral authenticity (Hannah et
al., 2005), potentially enhancing their resilience.
Emotional investment is a determining facet of group effectiveness (Saavedra & Van
Dyne, 1999). Perhaps this is because when individuals are emotionally invested in someone, they
tend to look past failures and challenges in order to assist that person in succeeding. Emotional
coping is critical to leadership and resilience because it creates bonds, elicits feedback, and
communicates more investment in people (Bavik et al., 2020). Although not statistically
significant, the relationship may be antagonistic for those low in emotional social support coping
because it may be reflective of individuals with low differentiation (Bowen, 1976; Kerr &
Bowen, 1988), which aids individuals in having emotional relationships with people even when
one disagrees with their values or opinions.
Limitations
Limitations of this study can be used to guide and advance future research. First, the
sample population in this study consisted of leaders supervising a wide array of number of direct
reports in various sized organizations. The heterogeneity of units among the respondents expands
the generalizability but can also create excess “noise,” increasing the difficulty of identifying
statistically significant patterns beyond chance levels and increasing the potential for a Type II
error (Shadish et al., 2002). Future researchers may want to consider adding more clarity about
the construct “number of direct reports” being assessed when considering resilience. For
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example, future research could assess the relationship between authentic leadership and
resilience at different leadership levels (e.g., first-level supervisors with a small number of
followers versus senior leaders with many employees).
Additionally, causal inferences cannot be made since concurrent data was used and
neither authentic leadership nor resilience was experimentally manipulated. Much of the research
to date has looked at the impact of resilience on authentic leadership; however, this relationship
may actually rely on circular causality—engaging in authentic leadership behaviors can make
individuals more resilient and as a result, they are better able to engage in more authentic
leadership behaviors. Future research may consider looking at this relationship over time and
incorporating experimental manipulation. For example, research may attempt to change or alter
authentic leadership for one group using a specific intervention and comparing results to a
control group to see its impact on resilience, as well as a study to change aimed at changing or
altering leader’s resilience compared to a control group to see if this impacts their ability to be
authentic leaders.
Furthermore, data were obtained at the onset of Covid-19 work restrictions which likely
increased overall stress among participants and potentially made resilience even more salient. It
will be important to assess these relationships in less extreme environments to see if they hold
up. Future research may consider assessing data over time and in various work contexts—both
in-office and virtual—to rule out any interaction effects of history and treatment. Lastly, this
study used a single method to collect all data, which may under-represent the construct and
detect false relationships between the variables of interest. Future research may consider
conducting a study with 360-leadership assessment data to assess how leaders are perceived
externally.
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Theoretical implications
Findings from the study indicate that the relationship between authentic leadership and
resilience is influenced by contextual factors, such as emotional support. Although this
relationship is not completely linear, it is not as robustly curvilinear as the authenticity paradox
would indicate.
Bowen theory (Bowen, 1976; Kerr & Bowen, 1988) may provide a potential explanation
for this: as leaders strive for the balance between autonomy and human connection, they work
towards differentiation in which they gain greater independence from others, but also a greater
ability to achieve emotional intimacy (Bowen, 1976). Individuals less differentiated are more
likely to engage in emotional cutoff, in which they reactively distance themselves from others
emotionally in an attempt to appear more independent (Kerr & Bowen, 1988). Perhaps this
explains the curvilinear relationship between authentic leadership and resilience, and the
negative affect of emotional social support on resilience at low levels of authenticity—
individuals in the midst of differentiation may display moderate levels of authentic leadership as
they learn to differentiate themselves from their environment, but at moderate levels this is a
challenging task, resulting in a slight emotional cutoff. In contrast, at high levels of authenticity
which shares many characteristics with differentiation, leaders are more resilient and can engage
in emotional social coping without suffering any negative impact.
This is somewhat consistent with Authenticity Paradox literature, which purports that
individuals who try to use authentic leadership in order to enhance their image trigger an
unintentional negative consequence of appearing disingenuous, decreasing resilience in the
workplace (Guthey & Jackson, 2005). As authentic leadership is being promoted and
encouraged, many leaders hear the adage of “fake it till you make it.” However, utilization of
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authentic leadership behaviors that are contradictory to one’s daily presentation may result in
others questioning the leader’s behaviors and resulting in decreased resilience.
As hypothesized, it appears that coping skills do impact the nature of this relationship.
While all facets of authentic leadership positively interacted with emotional social support
coping and related to resilience, internal moral perspective, on its own, was not significantly
related to resilience. This is consistent with past research that suggests that those high in moral
authenticity are more likely to be given more influence and support than those lower in moral
authenticity (Hannah et al., 2005).
While emotional social support coping appears to alter the nature of this relationship,
coping strategies are not always good. At low levels, they can even antagonize the relationship
between authentic leadership and resilience, suggesting that a lack of emotional social support
skills can be harmful to resilience for those high in authentic leadership behaviors. Perhaps this is
the result of the types of projects worked on—past research suggests that friend groups in the
work performed better than non-friend groups on projects that required a high level of output, but
there were no performance differences between the two groups on individual projects or projects
that required high levels of quality control (Chung et al., 2018). Similarly, Pedersen (2012) found
that the impacts of friendships in the workplace are contradictory in nature; while work
friendships have the ability to increase work effectiveness and satisfaction, office structure (both
in terms of personnel and office-space) has the ability to impede the positive benefits of
workplace friendships. Bavik et al.’s (2020) meta-analysis indicates that effectiveness of social
support relies on an interaction of the support available, current stressors, and individual
characteristics of the individual seeking support. Future research should investigate the
conditions under which additional coping skills are helpful and when they may be a hinderance.
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Alternatively, results indicate that the utilization of authentic leadership training has the
potential to augment resilience in situations in which there is low emotional social support above
and beyond the impacts of providing high emotional social support. This is particularly important
for fields that are inherently low in emotional social support, such as high risk-occupations (e.g.,
law enforcement; Russell et al., 2014) or industries like engineering (Ishkov & Magera, 2015), as
well as for individuals who operate in the higher levels of an organization’s hierarchy. As
employees elevate in leadership status, they take on increasingly higher levels of responsibility
and have fewer peers or supervisors to provide support or guidance to them. Inherently, this may
result in a lower level of emotional social support in the role. Studies suggest that most
emotional social support for CEO and executive level staff generally occurs informally—through
interactions with other CEOs or executive staff from other organizations (McDonald &
Westphal, 2011). However, some organizations have confidentiality policies that prohibit higher
level leaders from sharing their expertise. In circumstances in which leaders have little to no
access to emotional social support coping in the workplace, results indicate that authentic
leadership training has the potential to augment and enhance leadership resilience, resulting in a
cascading effect of positive benefits for employees on individual, team, and organizational level
outcomes (King et al., 2006). These benefits include decreased turnover intentions, as well as
increased organizational commitment, commitment to change, job satisfaction, and work
engagement (Shin et al., 2012; Youssef & Luthans, 2007).
Practical implications
Results indicate that authentic leadership is positively related to a leader’s resilience
suggesting that engaging in authentic leadership—specifically engaging in balanced processing,
self-awareness, and relational authenticity—can increase one’s resilience. Furthermore, making
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and maintaining social relationships is important for people who are high in emotional social
support coping. It impacts numerous facets of the relationship between authentic leadership and
resilience.
While not everyone agrees on the benefits of work friends, research suggests that various
types of friendships, including those established in the workplace, can be beneficial for
numerous reasons (Chung et al., 2018). One benefit of work friends is that they see leaders in
contexts that non-work friends do not, hence they can provide feedback and support due to the
friendship that might be less accessible for others to provide.
Training programs that strengthen authentic leadership should also assist leaders in
learning how to establish high levels of emotional support coping, and why it is important for
authentic leaders to do so. Similarly, training programs may provide guidance on how to offset
antagonistic nature of low emotional social support on the relationship between authentic
leadership and resilience, so that those low in tendencies towards seeking emotional social
support do not attempt to engage in authentic leadership behaviors unnaturally and
unsuccessfully. Alternatively, situations that are inherently low in emotional social support can
leverage the interactive influence of authentic leadership in order to augment social support and
increase resilience. Future research exploring how coping skills impact the nature of this
relationship is necessary to continue to guide effective authentic leadership training programs.
On an individual level, coaching may focus on the evolution of emotional social support
coaching based on one’s authentic leadership levels. For example, coaches may initiate services
by first employing an authentic leadership assessment that evaluates the level of authentic
leadership behaviors that the leader currently engages in. Next, the coach provides authentic
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leadership building interventions that leverages the leader’s natural tendency for and/or context
that allows for emotional social support.
For individuals with a natural tendency for high levels of emotional social support, but
low levels of authentic leadership, coaching may focus on education regarding the different types
of emotional social support relationships, as well as how to safely engage in emotional social
support tools that are not overly taxing or intrusive to one’s peers that may have a negative
impact on resilience (Johnsen et al., 2018). Coaching may incorporate client-focused questioning
regarding how the individual makes, maintains, delineates, and contributes to various types of
social relationships. Active coping tools, such as goal setting and problem solving could be
leveraged as a means of assisting the participant in gaining self-confidence and/or reducing
anxiety related to their decision making and problem-solving skills without overreliance on
emotional social support during this time (LeDoux & Gorman, 2001).
While coaching individuals with a low tendency for emotional social support and low in
authentic leadership may also focus on education regarding the different types of social
relationships or support individuals may engage in (Gardner et al., 2009), it may also focus on
the importance of emotional social support and incorporate education on the various facets of
communication that influence employee perception (such as body language, tone of voice, etc.;
Humphrey, 2002). Participants in this area should be encouraged to leverage active coping skills
as a means of goal setting and motivating themselves to engage in emotional social support
activities.
On the higher end of authentic leadership, participants with a natural tendency for and/or
a situation that is inherently lower in emotional social support opportunities, coaching should
focus on how to truly lean into emotional social support in a way that is both healthy and
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appropriate (Gardner et al., 2009; Johnsen et al., 2018). Coaching may also provide education on
the difference between directive and nondirective support, encouraging participants to utilize
non-directive supportive techniques rather than directive techniques in order to enhance
relationships with employees (Johnsen et al., 2018). Active coping skills should be used to
maintain habits and routine, such as regular check-ins with colleagues. Additionally, internal
work on the influence of emotional social support – and the various ways of engaging in it, on
the leader can be engaged in through deeper reflection and exploration in order to normalize the
leader and assist them with feeling more comfortable engaging in these behaviors.
For individuals high in authentic leadership who naturally engage in emotional social
support (or in a context that delivers excess opportunity for it) coaching may focus on assisting
the participant in maintaining and modeling healthy interpersonal boundaries, as well as
identifying both when and who it is safe to ask for support from, and how to balance workplace
demands in order to make time for colleagues and supportive relationships while maintaining
differentiation in the face of challenges (Solvason & Kington, 2019). Throughout any time in the
coaching process when authentic leadership becomes difficult or challenging for leaders who a,
coaches may encourage leaders to step back and employ more active coping techniques — goal
planning, problem solving, etc. — before returning to their authentic leadership goals to carry
out said plans.
Conclusion
Authentic leadership has become a topic of interest in today’s workplace as leaders are
encouraged to encompass more and more authentic leadership skills. However, conflicting
theories exist regarding the impact of authentic leadership on leader’s resilience. Emotional
social support coping skills moderate the relationship between authentic leadership and
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resilience, potentially accounting for the differences in theories. While engaging in authentic
leadership behaviors increases resilience for leaders who engage in high levels of emotional
social support coping; those who tend to engage in lower levels of emotional social support
coping might find that authentic leadership behaviors has a negative impact on their resilience.
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Figure 10

. Repr es entation of the Theor etical Model of Hypothes is 1a, Hypothes is 1b, Hypothes is 2a, Hypothes is 2b, and Hypothes is 2c.

Representation of the Theoretical Model of Hypothesis 1a, Hypothesis 1b, Hypothesis 2a,
Hypothesis 2b, and Hypothesis 2c.
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Figure 11. Hypothetical Results Supporting Hypotheses 1a
Hypothetical Results Supporting Hypotheses 1a.

Note: The relationship between authentic leadership and resilience are positively correlated,
such that lower levels of authentic leadership are associated with lower levels of resilience, and
higher levels of authentic leadership are associated with higher levels of resilience.

AUTHENTIC LEADERSHIP, COPING, & RESILIENCE

78

Figure 12. Hypothetical Results Supporting Hypotheses 1b
Hypothetical Results Supporting Hypotheses 1b.

Note: The relationship between authentic leadership and resilience is curvilinearly related, such
that lower and higher levels of authentic leadership are related to lower levels of resilience, and
moderate levels of authentic leadership is related to higher levels of resilience.
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Vis ual Repres entation of the Res ilience Hierarchy Depicting Various Levels of Res ilience.

Visual Representation of the Resilience Hierarchy Depicting Various Levels of Resilience.
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Figure 14. Hypothetical Results Supporting Hypothesis 2a
Hypothetical Results Supporting Hypothesis 2a.

Note: The relationship between Authentic Leadership and Resilience is synergistically
moderated with a synergistic effect by Active Coping Skills such that at high levels of Active
Coping Skills the relationship between Authentic Leadership and Resilience is strong and
positive; conversely at low levels of Active Coping Skills, the relationship between Authentic
Leadership and Resilience will be diminished.
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Figure 15. Hypothetical Results Supporting Hypothesis 2b
Hypothetical Results Supporting Hypothesis 2b.

Note: The relationship between Authentic Leadership and Resilience is moderated with a
synergistic effect by Instrumental Social Support Coping Skills such that at high levels of
Instrumental Social Support Coping Skills, the relationship between Authentic Leadership and
Resilience is strong and positive; conversely at low levels of Instrumental Social Support Coping
Skills, the relationship between Authentic Leadership and Resilience will be diminished.
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Figure 16. Hypothetical Results Supporting Hypothesis 2c
Hypothetical Results Supporting Hypothesis 2c

Note: The relationship between Authentic Leadership and Resilience is moderated with a
synergistic effect by Emotional Social Support Coping Skills such that at high levels of
Emotional Social Support Coping Skills, the relationship between Authentic Leadership and
Resilience is strong and positive; conversely at low levels of Emotional Social Support Coping
Skills, the relationship between Authentic Leadership and Resilience will be diminished.
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Figure 17. Hypothetical Results Supporting Hypothesis 2d
Hypothetical Results Supporting Hypothesis 2d

Note: The relationship between Authentic Leadership and Resilience is moderated by Active
Coping Skills such that at low levels of Emotional Social Support Coping Skills, the relationship
is positively linear such that resilience increases as authentic leadership increases; at high levels
of Emotional Social Support Coping Skills the relationship between authentic leadership and
resilience is positively curvilinear, such that resilience is highest at moderate levels of authentic
leadership and is decreased at both high and low levels of authentic leadership.

